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RESPONSE TO AMENDMENT 

1 . This communication is responsive to the Request for Continued Examination (RCE) 
received on June 8, 2006. 

Claims 1, 9, 17, 23, 25, 31, 37, 38 and 40 have been amended. 
Claims 3-5, 11-13 and 19-21 have been cancelled. 
Claims 1, 2, 6-10, 14-18, and 22-45 are pending. 

Previous Rejection Maintained 

2. The rejection is respectfully maintained as set forth in the last Office Action mailed on 
March 10, 2005. Applicants' arguments have been fully considered but they are not deemed to 
be persuasive; therefore, the previous rejection is maintained 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

4. Claim 1, 2, 6-10, 14-18, and 22-41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Boss et al, U.S. Patent No. 5,758,1 10. 

5. As to claim 1, Boss teaches a method for sharing an application, the method comprising: 
determining a position and a size of a shared application window displayed in a presenter 

screen by monitoring and intercepting function calls made by the shared application to a 
Graphics Device Interface (see Fig. 8, col. 7, line 54-col. 8, line 29, col. 4, lines 49-58); 
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determining a position and a size of a non-shared application window displayed in the 
presenter screen by monitoring function calls made by the non-shared application (see Fig. 8, 
col. 7, line 54-col. 8, line 29); 

if the non-shared application window overlaps the shared application window in a region 
of the presenter screen, determining a position and a size of art the overlapping region (see Fig. 
8, col. 7, line 54-col. 8, line 29); 

capturing a screen shot of an image corresponding to the shared application window (see 
Fig. 8, col. 7, line 54-col. 8, line 29); and 

transmitting the screen shot and information for the position and size of the overlapping 
region to generate a viewer screen (see Fig. 8, col. 7, line 54-col. 8, line 29). 

6. As to claim 6, Boss teaches the method of claim 1 further comprising: 
determining whether the position or the size of the shared application window has 

changed by monitoring function calls made by the shared application (see Fig. 8, 9, col. 7, line 
54-col. 8, line 29); and 

if the position or the size of the shared application window has changed, determining a 
new position or a new size of the shared application window (see Fig. 8, 9, col. 7, line 54-col. 8, 
line 29). 

7. As to claim 7, Boss teaches the method of claim 1 further comprising: 
periodically capturing the image corresponding to the shared application 
window (col. 2, lines 57-67, col. 5, lines 24-39). 

8. As to claim 8, Boss teaches the method of claim 7 further comprising: 
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periodically transmitting the captured image to a viewer (col. 2, lines 57-67, col. 5, lines 

24-39). 

9. As to claims 9-10, 14-18, and 22-41, they contain similar limitations as above; therefore, 
they are rejected under the same rationale. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

10. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 
102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the 
subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill 
in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

1 1 . Claim 42-43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Boss et al., 
U.S. Patent No. 5,758,110 and in view of "Official Notice". 

12. As to claims 42-43, Boss teaches the invention as claimed above. Boss does not 
explicitly teach wherein the function calls by the shared application include a GetRandomRgn 
function. And wherein the GetRandomRgn function comprises a iNum value of 4. 

Applicant's disclosure states that Microsoft Corp. first published the GetRandomRgn 
function prototype with the release of Windows 2000. The publication stated that iNum must be 
SYSRGN (a predefined value). "Official Notice" is taken that the iNum value of 4 is equal to 
the SYSRGN and it is the only value documented and defined for this function. 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's 
invention to use the value of 4 (S YSRGN) as the iNum value in the GetRandomRgn function in 
order to accurately determine the visible region of a window. 

13. Claim 44-45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Boss et al., 
U.S. Patent No. 5,758,110 and in view of Applicant Admitted Prior Art (AAPA). 

14. As to claim 44, it contains similar limitation as in claim 1 above. Boss teaches sharing 
graphic application but does not specifically teach OpenGl API based application. 

AAPA teach OpenGL API based applications (OpenGl is a well-known application 
program interface (API) that is used by applications to draw graphics on a presenter's computer 
screen, page 22 lines 24 - page 23 line 5). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Boss with the teachings of AAPA in order to facilitate 
shared applications having the OpenGl APIs at the presenter's client computer. 

15. As to claim 45, it contains similar limitation as in claim 1 above. Boss teaches sharing 
graphic application but does not specifically teach DirectDraw API based application. 

AAPA teaches DirectDraw API based applications (DirectDraw is a well-known 
application program interface (API) that is used by applications to draw graphics on a presenter's 
computer screen, page 22 lines 24 - page 23 line 5). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Boss with the teachings of AAPA in order to facilitate 
shared applications having the DirectDraw APIs at the presenter's client computer. 
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Response to Arguments 

16. Applicant's arguments have been fully considered but they are not deemed to be 
persuasive. Applicant argues in substance that: 

(A) Argument: Boss does not disclose or teach or suggest "monitoring and intercepting 
function calls made by the shared application to a Graphics Device Interface". 
Response: The shared application on the host computer is monitored by intercepting tasks 
(display driver calls) and if the task is part of the shared application it is transmitted and 
displayed to the client system (col. 2, lines 57-67), therefore, Boss meets the scope of the 
claimed limitation determining a position and a size of a non-DirectDraw region of a window 
displayed in a presenter screen by monitoring function calls made by the shared application to a 
Graphics Device Interface. 

(B) Argument: Boss and AAPA do not disclose or teach determining the size and position of 
a non-DirectDraw region and a DirectDraw region of the window for the shared application and 
non-OpenGl region and an OpenGl region of the window for the shared application . 

Response: Boss teaches determining a size and position of a graphics application that a 
host user wants to share with another user at a remote location. Boss teaches determining the 
size and position of both the graphics application region that the host user wants to share and the 
non-graphics application region that the host does not want to share (col 5, lines 24-39). As 
explained in the previous office action Boss does not explicitly teach wherein the graphics 
application is either a DirectDraw or OpenGl API based application. However, AAPA teaches 
DirectDraw and OpenGl API based applications (DirectDraw and OpenGl are well-known 
application program interfaces (API) that is used by applications to draw graphics on a 
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presenter's computer screen, page 22 lines 24 - page 23 line 5). Therefore, Boss in view of 
AAP A meets the scope of the claimed limitation. 

(C) Argument: Boss nor AAPA disclose or teach determining the position and size of the 
DirectDraw region by monitoring a DirectDraw com interface. 

Response: Boss teaches determining a size and position of a graphics application that a host user 
wants to share with another user at a remote location. Boss teaches monitoring function calls 
made by the graphical user interface to determine the size and position of the graphics 
application (col. 5, lines 24-39). As explained in the previous office action Boss does not 
explicitly teach wherein the graphics application is a DirectDraw API based application. 
However, AAPA teach DirectDraw API based applications (DirectDraw is a well-known 
application program interface (API) that is used by applications to draw graphics on a presenter's 
computer screen, page 22 lines 24 - page 23 line 5). Therefore, Boss in view of AAPA meets 
the scope of the claimed limitation. 

Contact Information 
17. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Shawki S Ismail whose telephone number is 571-272-3985. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30 - 5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Saleh 
Najjar can be reached on 571-272-4006. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
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may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Shawki Ismail 
Patent Examiner 
June 26, 2006 
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